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Table 1. The general average of Prays oleae infestation level according to insect generation, olive cultivar and studied
location.

Infestation rate (%) (%) dbadd 4 gial) dudl)

Ain Shkak (& cpe Albargiah 4 ) Alsawda 13 gud!
L}.‘,\:\;ﬁi éJ,,M'Aﬂ\ ‘_,J*pﬁ\ é),,u'aﬂ\ ‘_,J*PAS\ Lﬁg‘)*bﬁ\

Aldoaibli  Alkhodeiri  Aldoaibli  Alkhodeiri  Aldoaibli Alkhodeiri Generation Jead)
a27.50 a28.80 a36.60 a42.90 a18.90 a27.65 Phyllophagous s
b 18.00 b 20.90 a34.80 a39.90 a16.60 al7.70 Anthophagous sl
b11.70 b 18.30 b 22.30 b 24.70 b 9.90 b9.20 Carpophagous g il

6.95 4.65 7.78 8.77 4.67 8.43 LSDo.os
b 19.06 a22.66 b31.23 a35.83 b15.13 al8.18 Mean Lo gidll
B 57.20 B 68.00 A93.70 A 107.50 B 45.40 B 54.55 Total g saaall

1.77 23 1.54 dabidl 4 il oo geme G2 JB
3aal 4l
LSD between the two varieties in the
same location

27.49 Rl (o (5 padll Caiall (5 sina (38 il
LSD for Alkhodeiri variety between

locations
25.86 Ghliall o e all Caiall (g sina (358 Bl
LSD for Aldoaibli variety between

locations

e Adlida 5508 Cojal Lealy A 2l €945 Jlaial (5 sivse die dilaial) (i 8 Gudiall (5 siee (38 d5a s () el Adlide B jpa Cial Ll ) 4l
JPJQEMJM\W@hﬁuﬁquTL&\L‘;MHﬂ\ €045 dm\d)ﬁm.\.\sw\h\)ﬂ\ LBLL\A@J;\)S\ML;}M&)SJP)Q!

%5 Jia) (5 sie die 3aa) gl Aakaiall 8 Aabiaall Jad) (s AlaY) A 8 (5 sina (358
Values followed by different small letters indicate significant difference between the two varieties in the same location at P=0.05; Values
followed by different capital letters indicate a significant difference for the same variety in the different locations at P=0.05; Values followed
by different small letters in the same column indicate significant difference in the infestation rate between different generations in the same
location at P=0.05.
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Table 2. Biological enemies recorded in the studied locations.

DAL spiall LD Lgiall Ll hwgie sl WS
S ALY Lt bugie O Cun gt didaid) G Caial)
G el il e gl ae A5l el (gumdll Caiall
D5 Jlaa) (g e (goime Gy DA Al 3hle
S sl i IS K L(2019) ) A xae 138 (385
LS Ayl dibie CDBAL (gymal) Ciivall Agiall dpl) Jausgie
Gedlly @rasll guiiall o LLad Ligte Lo el clin
sl 3las cue Lahie 8 5 3L dahie & 2D Jadls
ihiey A8 dikie oo Lgina B ISy dagedl dihia b
%5 Jlaal (ggiue die Jagadly Blad e
& b Haall Jaag algally Ggill Ciinal G duhall iy
Gl ae il sda c@lg Lol e Buian dlaY) dus
e spday LlaY) daw o G5l Ciia 5l G G Al
flaa o ey (8 (2019) Ll oy Cos gl
Gla¥ g€ G gl die spaay L sl Gl
Ghsall pliaall le gl Be suay AL Luules
Lalen JBY1 a0 Jlaugl ajae caiiall G gun B o Jlalall
Osill Cilial doslie cahia) a8y (gl de sHiay AL
il (e lginay lgalaal CDEAL sl de gpdas LD

D Al ) a8 g (8 Aasal) Aaliaall & gall gl 2 J g

# 28 gal) duaidl) FE FRPRRTIISY
Location* Family Order Behavior dsldl  Biological Enemies
B Anthocoridae  Hemiptera Predator w44 Anthocoris nemoralis (Fabricius)
B, AS Anthocoridae  Hemiptera Predator wei4e  Orius Pseudoloxops sp.
AS Miridae Hemiptera Predator o  Pseudoloxops coccineus (Meyer Dur)
AS Miridae Hemiptera Predator i Brachynotocoris sp.
A,B,AS  Chrysopidae = Neuroptera Predator w4 Chrysoperla carnea Steph.
A, AS Syrphidae Diptera Predator w»ide  Xanthandrus comtus
AS Syrphidae Diptera Predator i Eupeodes corolla
A, B, AS  Syrphidae Diptera Predator weide  Episyrphus balteatus
A Coccinellidae  Coleoptera Predator o« sise  Rhyzobius lophanthae
B, AS Coccinellidae  Coleoptera Predator w4 Hippodamia variegatta
A AS Forficulidae Dermaptera Predator w4 Forficula Auricularia
A, B, AS Formicidae Hymenoptera  Parasitoid Jikia  Tapinoma nigerrimum
AS Braconidae Hymenoptera  Parasitoid Jikia  Bracon sp.
A, AS Braconidae Hymenoptera  Egg parasitoid wan-Jikia  Chelonus elaeaphilus Silvestri, 1908
A Braconidae Hymenoptera Gl Je Jaly-Jalia Elasmus flabellatus (Fonscolombe)
Larvae endo-parasite
A, B,AS  Eulophidae Hymenoptera  Parasitoid Jikie  Pnigalio agraules (Walker, 1839).
AS Chalcididae Hymenoptera sole Jaly_Jikia  Brachymeria sp.

Pupae endo-parasite

Locations: A=Ain Shkak, B= Al-Bargiah, AS= Al-Sawda
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Figure 1. Number of predators recorded in the studied
locations.
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Gl Al Gluhs pe @l o3 @5E LBHdall Lladd disidl)
Gigin b dhle debalie & Gl ol 3 lujial Gl
abidl JaY Pl gall Fe spaa dael e 3l Ll
-(Alvarez et al., 2021) 3yiall

Used) dopiall cDlabiall alil e Jangie 3 Jean
aally alaidl) a5l de e

Bplially ALY Ao G L dugine (Bosb d9as X2 LS G
Cun Al gilse (g0 gise (S 8 Alausall Digall slae¥l sacs
%5 Jlaa) xie digiadl dads 3.02 Chi-square ded il
e (sl elaed) aae) Luadl Gl 0.013 (calaal)
e gpiay AlaY) dus & Lab 4 Gl Jally o(asye) S
o Aaud) alupidl e eV 1 Gidaisg (4 Jsa) Osul
diginall dady 3.75 Chi-square ded by Cus cadse IS

Bpdall Lg;}gﬁ\gugﬂj\ﬁ;écu;mndm&@\mu&ﬁg\ il o) il aae Ja gia 3 Jgda
Table 3. Average number of Prays oleae parasitoids and parasitism rate recorded based on the location and insect generation

parasitized.

(Yo JAkill 4 gial) Apuill) Uasal) cDlikial) £) 53l a0
Number of parasite species recorded (Parasitism rate %)

(Yo AN Juadll Jau gia) £ ganal)

The total (Average of 3 gl Jaal) RN dad) o8l el i
generations) Carpophagous anthophagous phyllophagous Location dihial)
(22.59) 12 (8.78) 3 (14.35) 4 (44.65) 5 Alsawda 12 gusll
(10.6) 6 (5.3)1 5.1)2 (21.4)3 Albargiah el
(16.23) 6 (6.0) 1 (12.8) 2 (29.9 3 Ain Shkak  (3&d (pe

kil &y el Al 5 s yidall 230 5 3 guall elae 15 5 3l A 5 iy Tbeal) Ao o ) Jida3 4 Jgaa
Table 4. Analysis of variance between the olive moth insect infestation rate and the biological enemies, the number of

predators and parasitism rate.

(Cladly) Ay giaal) $\S e
Significance (2-sided) Chi-square The evaluated factor oagall Jaladl
0.013 3.02 The number of biological enemies recorded  Aawsall &3 gall ¢lac Y 2o
0.015 3.75 The number of predators recorded Alaiiall Sl yigall 22
0.016 3.65 Parasitism rate (%) Jakaill & giall Apuail)
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Abstract

Wassouf, Y., A.N. Bashir and Gh. Ibrahim. 2022. Study of the Factors Affecting Infestation Rate with Olive Moth Prays
oleae (Bernard, 1788) in Three Olive Growing Locations Along the Syrian Coast. Arab Journal of Plant Protection,
40(3): 193-200. https://doi.org/10.22268/AJPP-40.3.193200

This study aimed to investigate the effect of the most important factors affecting the infestation rate with the olive moth, Prays oleae
(Lepidoptera: Yponomeutidae), in three olive growing locations in Lattakia and Tartus Governorates (Al-Sawda, Ain Shigagq and Al-
Bargiah). The study was carried out during the period 2019-2020. Results obtained showed that the location had an effect on the infestation
rate, and the highest average infestation rate was 33.53% in Al-Bargiah location, followed by 20.86% in Ain Shkak, and the lowest was
16.65% in Al-Sawda location. Results obtained also showed that the insect generation had an effect on the olive moth infestation rate;
infestation of the phyllophagous generation was the highest, followed by the antophagous generation and the carpophagous generation in the
three locations. The x? (Chi-square) test showed that there were significant differences between the infestation rate and the total number of

biological enemies, the number of predators and the parasitism rate in the three locations.
Keywords: Biological factors, olive moth, predators, parasitoids, Ain Shkak, A-Sawda, Al-Bargieh, Syria.
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